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ABSTRACT 

This paper describes a strategy for the development 
of Parent-Child Development Centers (PCDCs) directly involving 
parGnts in preschool programs for children up to three years of age. 
The five^part strategy has been implemented through: (1) a proposal ' 
phase^ for three comprehensive-program centers for low^income 
families and (2). a four-year model'-developmenty implementation and 
evaluation phase^ and is now in (3) a replication phase for programs 
in neir sites. Remaining phases will provide for (4) external 
evaluation of programs and (5) overall assessment of results, prior 
to wider dissemination* The three original PCDCs are described. 
Birmingham and New Orleans programs, described briefly, are 
center-based, with children from 2-3 months to three years of age. 
The Houston PCDC is described in detail. Involving urban 
flexican-American families, the two-year program begins at the age of 
one year with home^based mother and family involvement. The second 
year, for two^year-^olds, is center-based, with a bilingual staff. 
Common elements are seen in evaluations of all three centers. 
(Approximately 80 to 100 experimental subjects and comparable numbers 
of controls are involved for each center.* ) At the end of a program, 
significant intellectual differences were found, with program 
children ahead of controls in general intelligence, language 
development and conceptual usage. Significant evaluation results have 
been obtained with mothers, their behavior meeting desired goals in^ 
all three centers, Houston program mothers, compared with controls, 
showed more positive behavior and obtained higher scores related to 
the home as a learning environment. (BF) ' 
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I'n the 1960 's', American psychologist's directed their attention 
to the problems of poverty in' America and -.specially to the often 
noted disoarity in educational achievement between social class 
levels. This disparity was then— and still is--one of great magni- 
tude For examola, the Coleman study of Equality of Educaticnal ^ 
OpDortunity found that for sixth graders, there was a two year diff- 
erence in test achievement between the highest and lowest social class 
quartiles (Okada, Cohen & Mayeske, 1972)., This same disparity has 
been found on measures of learning aptitude or intelligence. The 
' Stanford-Binet results reported recently by Broman, Nichols and 
Kennedy; (1976) for 26,000 four-year-olds are representative. For 
white children, those in the lower social class quartile were 1^^ IQ 
points low6r than those in the utjusr quartile and for BlacK children, ^ 
the^ same comparison yielded a difference of 10 IQ points. These are - 
social class differences of about one standard deviation and there- 
fore highly significant in every sense of the word. _ . 

The concern of the time with improving . the condition of the poor 
and increasing the poor child's educability led to the creation cf a 
large number of special program:; , among which were many ended _..o 
D-tf'ovide preschool compensator''- ediroation. Of these, Head^Start is 
most famous and largest. These were primary prevention c-Lforts with 
children at risk educationally. . 
"^"^ These compensatory educational efforts produced sim.ilar results 

w>^e" evaluated. ' Children who had participateti scored higher tnan 
^ controls at the fend of the program, buc, when the same children were ■ 
O followed into school the group differences tended to aisappear. It 

became ^apparent that continuity of enriched educational experienqe was 

' "^It is worth noting that in designing these programs a decision 
was 'made to have especially trained teachers, professional m: ^ra^^ 
:^ professional, worth with the child. The choice could nav« been mad^ 
^"'"^ to work with the parents of children; but it was not. uust why this 
occu-r^^d is not" clear, but of course the body of evidence on the role 
of "th-'family in determining educational achievement was less solid 

and educationaa goals for children were blended, perhaps 
r^on'fus-d, with a desire to provide day care so mothers could work. _ , 
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But the basic reason, I think/ haa tn do with the ideological 
context that psychologis ts anc! oduoators v/ere Inanersed in at the 
time. It was one of Q^:pwcting that offectivo changci v/ouid take place 
only if the professional worked directly with tliD child. This does 
not preclude v/ork in groups, it is tho professional's direct line 
of contact that is at issue. The child is viewed as having certain 
strengths and v/eaknesses that are more or less enduring over time. 
By working direct ly v/i th that individual, the strengths could be 
maximized. The person's embeddedncssrs in a matrix of environmental 
forces was acknowledged, but not seriously regarded. Only recently 
has serious consideration been given to the person's Gnvironrnent as 
an enduring, constant influence on his behavior. By seriously, I 
mean trying to understand the naturea of this ecological inilu^nce 
and attempting to ch.ange it for the child's benefit. 

Support for the idea that one can most effectively influence thm 
young child's learning potential by working with the parents comes 
from several differant sources. First, there is the fact that for 
most children the most consistent, intense and pervasive influence 
in life comes from the parents. Furthermore, it. is in the primary 
socialization setting that the family not only prcvides stimulation 
and control, but actually defines the world for the child. We see 
from the work of Bernstein and his followers (Bernstein, 1971) that 
the family also provides the linguistic and cognitive tools for appre- 
hending the world altogether. 

There is also empirical ovidence supporting the family's influ- 
ence. The research of Hayes and Grether ^1969) and of Soar and Soar 
(1969) is typical. These researchers havrl'^rtm.pared the standing of 
children of lov; and middle social class on their achievement scores 
hp^^nre and after summ,er vacation. Middle class children continue to 
gai.n over the vacation' period, but lower class children stand still 
or lose= points. Achievement here is clearly not a function of the 
school. Again, the need for continuity of trairving is apparent._ 

The influence of the family as com.pared with the quality of 
schools has been documented by Mayeske et al (1973) using Coleman study 
data on rtiany thousands of school children. They repr^rt that for all 
ethnic groups combined, "...48 percent of achievement was associated 
with Family Background, 21 percent with School Characteristics and 32 
percent with both" (p. 13) . ' 

Another kind of evidence is to be found in the studies of the 
development of child competence. In preparing the set of goals for 
.the Houston Parent-Child Development Contor we reviewed the literature^ 
on oarGnt--Ghild relationships and child compe tetice . We looked at both 
predictive studios wher'e parentar behaviors early in the child's life 
were related to the child's la>ter porformance and at concurrent studies 
of oarent behavior and child functioning. The literature on these 
matters is now substantial and to a surprising degree consistent. With 
out taking time to cine the sources of evidence ^ or to offer any com^ 
mentary on the research methods, I can quickly summarise the princi- 
ucl findings: The recurring^ theme in tn:^ parent-child interaction 
reK^arch is that competence is enhanced whan oarents: 

V , 

i. Are warm or af t%'C tiona te . 
2 . Use positive r-ei nf or eerie r.t. 

3. " Encourag^-^ the child'R verbalization, 

4. Exert control that U'Ke's rcar^oning and is not -too 
rostrlctive. 



Al toge ET\fc:r / the evidence seems overwhelrning for including the 
parents in praschool educa ticma 1 ef f or hs v/henaver possible* 

In the late i960*s a few educational researchers r€::ali2ad tho 
importance of influencing tht3 child's learning abilities through 
the parents. These pioneers were Susan Grayr Dave WDikart# Ira 
Gordon, Merle Darnes. Phyllis Levenstein^ and Richard Dunham. They 
began working with parents of disadvantaged children in" ways that 
deserve to be called innovative in that they^ for the first time, 
einphasized parent education in concrete , realistic settings rather 
than i.n more abstract group discussions with childrrin tridily kept 
away. They have contributed enormously to the field in their devel- 
opment oi educational techniques, tests of such gucGtions as how 
long pr':>grams need to be and at what age they are of most value,' 
and in their demonstration that parent education programs can achieve 
long= las ting effects. These programs included evaluation, with con-- 
trol groups and follow-'Up studies. It must be said, however, t.hat 
v/ith few fisxceptions the evaluation designs were, flawed to such an 
extent that solid conclusions cannot be drawn. ThGre was little use 
of random assignment to groups, the niimbers involved were often very 
small, and the independent variable, the training itself, was typi- 
cally not well described. Nevertheless, taking the results with 
somo reservations, we still find differences between the, lasting 
effects of these parent'-oriented programs and the child^oriented 
programs that were active at the same time. The test scores of child-^ 
ran whose parents were trained tend to. rise and stay "up at levals 
that would seem to enhance the likelihood of school success, instGad 
of declining after the special program ended. 

The continuing need for early educational prograiruning and the 
tentative success of the pioneer programs raises difficult policy 
questions. Should public funds be spent oh parent-^educa tion in an 
attempt to upgrade the educational achievement of young children? 
Should vast programs, such as Head Start, or even larger, be^ insti- 
tuted? Should parent education be supported at the expenss of other 
approaches? These questions and others are being seriously consiaered 
now at the national, state, and local levels of government. If ration- 
al research^ased decisions are to be niade, they must be m,ade on more 
than demonstration projects or on programs ^ihat have had inconclusive 
evdluationa. Much sounder sources of data are required and to attain 
these, new more extensive approaches to program development are needed* 

.^h strategy for developing effective parent educat-ion^ programs was 
Revised in 1969 by Mary Robinson, then a program ofrMcer for the 
Office of Economic Opportunity, and now in^^the same role with the Office 
of Child Development. The success of the Parent^Child Development 
Centef urograms is clearly a matter of her insight into the nature oi 
the problem, initiative in developing a program strategy, 
tence in maintaining the necessary standards of quality. 
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The strategy has five parts: ' ' - - ' ' 

1) A number of developmentally oriented groups would be Invited 
to v/rite proposals for the Parent-=Child Development Centers. Origin- 
ally th'are were to-be 10 centers, but budget cuts quickly reduced the 
number to three. There were certain general requirements for the cen-- 
t^irs^--all were to focus on the low-income' family, on families with 
a child under tKree years of age, a^d the prograitts wer^ to be comprG- 
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hensive; that is, offGring a variety of supportive Ktsrvices in the 
medical and social welfare aroas to to ffaTniliea in ne^ad. 

2) Each group would ba allov/Gd four years to devalop a model, 
put it into practice^ and evaluate^ the program's early effective-- 
ness. The models were to be-developed from available research. evi- 
dence on parent'-child relationshdps .and parent education. Each was 
to have carefully stated goals and clear links between and program 
elernents, : ' 

3) When these programs were devalopad and evaluated they would 
be replicated in new sites* This phase would also call for a new 
level of management and a Replication Management Organization v/as 
included to oversee the^^ entire replication procedure making sure 
that the esriential feaiures of each model were faithfully included 
and implemented in the Wew sites. 

4) Another new elerrlent is also iirequired. That is the external 
evaluation of .the programs / both original and replications* Scien-- 
tifi^a objectivity requires . that those v7ho have devQloped programs 
and are emotionally invested in their success/ not be required to 
evaluate their effectiveness.. ^ ' 

5) Finally^ the plan calls for an overall assessment of the 
results. If they appear solids the .programs will be announced as 
ready for wider dissemination. 

This unique strategy of program development has been followed 
-carefully and the programs are now in the replication phase. The 
'three existing model centers in Birmingham/ New Orleans^ and Houston 
have developed programs and evaluated them. Curriculum ^materials 
have been prepared in' detail/ staff have been trained/ process 
measurem.ent procedures have been instituted to assure the continued 
quality of trie programs/ and quite importantly/ significant numbers 
of families have completed the programs. 

The Replication Managemerit Organi ^^ation is the Baiik 'Street 
College of Education, New sites are active in Indianapolis/ Detroit 
and San Antonio and others will be selected this coming year* 

The external evaluation unit is yet to get undnr way. So ,far^ 
evaluation designs have been drafted aind program evaluation is ex- 
pected to change from internal to external early next year. 

It is now time to say more about the programs thenirjelves , begin- 
ning first with the program in Birmingham.. " ^ 

Birningham 

T h e Bi TTvS n gham program, is entirely center^baised with the mother 
and child entering at child age 3 months. The program is organized 
arounf. three nurseries- Mothers remain v;ith their' children in the\^ 
first two nurseries and leave them to v;ork with other mother's 
children in the last nursery when" the children are IS to 36 months 
of age. 

h very ' important feature is that virtually all of the^teaching 
is done by mothers. They enter as Participant Mothers and continue 
in this observer^participan t role un^.il their baby is 15 months old. 
Then^ there is a gradual transition 'with incroasing rosponsibilitiGS 
and the mothers assume the role of Model Mother I. This is a paid 
staff Dosition and the' m.others are nov/ teaphers as well as learners. 

In another ,3 monthS/ at her request and on s ta f f : rccomjnenda tion / 
she may move to the Model Mother Tl-rolo with higher pay and more 
teaching responsibilities. Finally/' a few mothers movG ^into a still 
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highGr position for the last fow months of thoir participation in 
the program. Two basic assumptions underlying this [urogram pre that 
mothers, learn hest when they toach others nnci that the mother' b social 
rolationships are as important ns the clii Id's. ^ 

New O rleans , 

^he New Orleans program was designed to compare two ditferent 
parent education approaches ussing essentially the same curricula. 
Some mothers were visited in their homes by teachers while others 
attended sessions at the center. All participated from child age 2 
months to 36 months. ^ 

As the early evaluation results have shown no apparent effect- 
iveness for the home visiting program and it has now been discontin^ 
ued, I will describe the Center program only. 

This model includes four elements: 

1) Child Development Discussion. Intermation on child development 
is communicated to mothers in a group discussion setting. Mothers 
share experiences and work through their understandings of child 
rearing processes. 

2) Parent-Child ^Laboratory. Actual practice in learning child man- 
agement skills is developed in tlUs mother-child group setting. 

3) Home Resource Workshop, This discussion setting emphasizes ways 
in which th^e mother can develop the home as a learning environment. 
It also stresses ways tn carry learning from the Center to the home. 

4) Parant bevelopment. This is largely concerned wi th the personal, 
development of the parent herself and is made up of many different 
elements. These include home economic s^ classes , child and maternal 
health education, High School Equivalency Diploma work , a community 
resource ^workshop, and social service 'counseling as needed. 

Houston ^ . _ 

'^ T will describe the Houston program in somewhat greater detail 
because it i of course, the program I know best. 

= The Houston model was desi^ned^' for urban MeKican-American fam- 
-idries and responding^^^ihe...family values of this ethnic group meant 
including certain* special features. For example, it was essential to 
involve the fathers" since about 90% of the famiTies have a father pre^ 
sent and he is very much involved in the child's development. All 
staff members must be fluently bilingual. Also, in view of the 
iMexican-^American emphasis on^ the role of the mother as homemaker, the 
program was designed to provide a home-based educational experience in 
the first year with a change to a centers-based program for the second 

year. . ' \ * 

When the child is one year of age, an In^Home Educator visits the 
home weekly for 30 weeks. The focus is on the developmdht of the 
mother ^ s ^skills in becoming -an effective teacher of her child. The 
mother, and Educator share their resources, with the mother contributing 
from her experience and knowledge ways in which she can promote the 
child's development in language, motor coordination, social relations, 
and self=esteem. Some toys and books are lent to the family, others 
are given to them and some are made by the rnothr The mother and 
Educator find ways in which the child can experience the- joy of learn- 
ing.- As^ the child explores a toy or book, they focus upon auch ques-- 
tions as: What is the child learning? ' what else could be learned 
using this book^^or toy? How can such concopts as big and Ij^ttle, U£ 
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and down be learnGd? How can the mother use othc^r objects in 
her home to teach the child such concepts? Thiis the mother is 
helped to generalize such teaching into the home situation. 

During this first program year, the etitire family is involved 
periodically in family socials and workshops. Each family is invited 
to at least four family workshops, held at the Center for a full day 
on a weekend. The goal is to build the strengths of the family. 
Discussions and activities explore' faTnily communication, decisions- 
making/ problem-solving f and role relationships. 

During the second program year, when the child is two,* mother 
and child attend the Center four mornings each week* The children 
are involved, in nursery school activities designed to promote their 
general development* Tutorial interactions aro^ part of each daily 
session. 

■ The mothers* curriculum is divided between work v/ith their 
children and adult sessions. Half of the adult sessions center on 
home management activities such as health, nutrition, consumer purch-^ 
asing^ and sewing. 

The other adult sessions are devoted to child development. The 
mothers discuss such topics as discipline, children's self -concept , 
and the promotion of children's learning* Mothers become aware of 
the effects they have upon the child *s present and future development. 
In small group discussions, the mothers share from their experiencas 
with the Child Development Educator facilitating discussion and occa- 
sionally supplying inf orination f rom research and practice* 

One educational procedure used is microteaching. In this, each 
mother and child pair is videotaped using toys, and books* The mother 
helps .the child explore and learn* She views the tape first, and 
then, with her permision it is shown to the other mothers* Discussion 
centers, upon the positive things the mother do^s to help her child 
learn and to enjoy learning, ^ ^ ^ . • 

Evening sessions are held twice monthly with fathers and mothers 
attending together* Parent selected topics range from consumer buy- 
ing and program purposes and practices to resources they can use in 
the 'comrnuni ty . Emphasis is also placed upon communication with the 
public schools so that the schools can better meet their children -s 
needs* 

Bilingual language activities are important as all of the par- 
ents speak Spanish, but many do not yet speak English* The^ language 
'training approach for the children differs from that'ta:.en with the 
parents* For children, the emphasis is on developing competence in 
one language, whichever is pref erredc.:nby the parents* Second language 
training is made available to the mothers in classes and embedded in 
the home management curriculum. Thus, the goal has not been to 
Impose English, but rather that cominunicatlon skill be developed in 
both Spanish and English* 

Evaluation Methods 

CerUain features .o£ the three PCDC s program evaluation were 
■^similar even though they did not all use the same testing and inter- 
viewing procedures. The commSTi elements are: 

1) Random assignment to eKperfmental or control groups, 

2) Analysis of the results of randomization and attention to 
differential attrition of subjects, , ^ , ^ 
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3) Careful attantion to the child coiafort in assoKsmun t 
situations. 

4) Measures of change in iTiothGrE^ as wgII as in children* 

5) An emphasis on taehaviornl cih oontrnstcd v/ith varbal-= 
attitudinal measures, although both typae of ineasurDS 
v/ere used. 

,6) Relatively largG numbers of subjects, 
R esults ■ ' 

Taking the child results first, at program^9 end at child age 
three, the three PCDC ' s have found significant intGllectua.l diffor=- 
dnces. All three centers have used the S tanf ord^Bine t and have 
found differences favoring the cKpGrimental subjects. The numbers 
involved run to about BO-loO exper Imnntn Is and comparable numbers 
of control in each center. New Orleans and Houston have ^also used 
Palmer's Concept Familiarity Index and have obtained significant 
group differences. On a variety of tests, program children have 
been ahead of controls in general intelligence, language and con^ 
ceptual usage* _ , 

' The most impressive evaluation results have been obtained with 
the mothers, especially the videotaped records of mother-child inter- 
action in free play and structured task sessions. pach of the Can-- 
ters used' this procedure in a roughly similar way, but each adopted 
somewhat different rating or coding procedures and obtained differ^ 
ent measures of mother and child behavior. . Each Center selected 
its measures to fit its program^ goa Is . ^ . 

The first summary statement that can be made is that mother 
behavior met desired goals in. all three centers. 

For Birmingham^ program mothers asked more questions of their 
children, looked at them /(as opposed to looking around the room) and 
- did more noncontrolling talking than did control mothers,. 

In a comparable situation. New Orleans experimental mothers 
obtained higher ' scores on an index of "good mothering'* which was 
made up of scales ^tneasuring acceptance, sensitivity, cooperation/ 
use of positive language, and use of positive techniques* Not only 
were program mothers much higher on this index at program's end, but 
the annual measurement procedure^ showed a steadily increasing differ-- 
ence between the , two groups over time* ; / , ■ 

The Houston program mothers, compared with controls, in a group 
by time analysis^, were more affectionate, used praise more, used^ 
more nonrestrictive ' COntrol., reasoned more and were more^ encouraging 
of the child's verbalization. - ' . ^ 

Houston program mothers , also obtained higher scores'on Caldwell's 
observational ■ ana interview measure of the. home as a learning environ^ 
ment. 

Some follow-up results are available for chj.ldren at ages 4 and 
5. The sample sizes^are quite small and I feMnk it^^is too soon to 
draw any conclusions, but it does appear that^ there ' has been no 
'decline in functioning .of. the children as measured by%t,he various 
intelligence tests used, 

There^ are other results .but time does not permit description of 
them. Suffice it to say that in .nearly every instance the program 
mothers and children have- differed from controls in expected ways. 

At this point, following cqavdntidnal practice of the past decade 
these programs would be regardedras ready for wider dissemination: 
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program goals have been met^ reliable differences have been obtained 
between program families and randomly assigned controls and program 
' materials; have been prepared. But^ actualiy^ this demonstration 
marks only the end of the first phase* A critical test yet remains, 
that of determining whether programs can actually be replicated' and 
whether comparable results will be obtained. This test is now in 

.prdcess/ but the answer is yet several years away. 

The cost of the PCDC strategy is great in terms of time and 
money, but the effort is essential for adequate parent edudation pro 

= gram development. There are many questions yet remaining about the 
efficacy of oi parent education as a primary prevention procedure 
and they too will be answered only with careful program development 
and evaluation* ' . ■ 
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